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-SOCIAL INNOVATION FUND 2010
EVALUATION CONSENSUS FORM

Instructions throughout this form are indicated in red.
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Applicant Name:_ New Profit, Inc.
Application ID#: 10si114710

PROGRAM DESIGN (45%)

The Social Innovation Fund Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) states that the followmg will be
considered when reviewing an applicant’s Program Design.

A. GOALS AND QBJECTIVES

The Corporation asks applicants to use a thematic approach in describing their proposed
investments in community organizations. As established in the Act, there are two basic
operational models of SIF intermediaries. The first is a SIF that will operate in a single
geographic location, and address one or more priority issues within that location. This model is
referred to as a “geographically-based SIF.”" The second model is a SIF that will address a
single priority issue area in multiple geographic locations. This model is referred to as an
“Issue-based SIF.” The Corporation will assess whether the application properly proposes
goals and objectives as either a geographically-based or an issue-based SIF.

i Geographically-Based SIF

The apphcal_‘t_on mist prov;de A )'- s_tatzstlcs on the nee A
spectﬁc local geographzc area. and 2). mformatzon‘on the speczf ic measurable-outcomes related
10 those issue areas that the applicant will seek to improve.

ii. Issue-Based SIF

D. DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES

i Subgranting

a. Applicants must describe the process by which they will competitively select their nonprofit -
community organization subgrantees, and, if applicable, the process by which they have pre-
selected some subgrantees. Specifically, applicants must describe how their competitive
subgrant selection process will ensure a portfolio of subgrantees that are innovative nonprofit
community organizations serving low-income communities and that possess:
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Applicant Name:; New Profit, Inc.
Application ID#: 10si114710

rack record of using data and evaluation for performi

ii.

geog?'aphzes)

Provide a panel assessment of the application’s PROGRAM DESIGN as follows:

Write a brief Narrative Assessment;
List the Significant Strengths and Weaknesses (annotate your comments by referencing the
applicable Eligibility or Application Review Criteria); and

e Select a Rating for this section.

Panel Narrative Assessment

This application is for an issue-based SIF focusing on improving high school and college outcomes in large urban
areas, which have not yet been determined. $10M is requested to support work with 6-8 subgrantees, of which
College Summit, Year Up, and iMentor have been pre-selected. They présent a strong plan for selecting
additional subgrantees. The applicant also demonstrates a strong track record in and commitment to using
evidence. There are weaknesses in that technical assistance supports do not appear to incorporate strong
experts on rigorous evaluation.

Significant Strengths ,

The applicant provides compelling rates of high school dropout and disconnected youth in large urban cities. The
applicant has not selected geographic regions to work in, but provides examples of graduation rates in the largest
school districts in Chicago, Denver, Miami, and New York as ranging from 51 to 59%. The rates of disconnected
youth in these cities range from 17 to 19% (Program Design, A.ii.)

They propose clear measurabie outcomes focusing on high school and college: increases in high school
graduation and GED attainment; college enroliment; coliege credit accumulation acceptance; and living wage
employment. (Program Design, A.i.)

The applicant has significant experience supporting nonprofits in expanding their programs, and provides
concrete examples of how they used evidence in that work. (Program Design, D.i.a.)

* They cite specific examples of their past use of research to guide program improvement (i.e., using lmpact
findings from an RCT of the BELL summer program in decisions to focus on BELL's summer work; improving
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Applicant Name: New Profit, Inc,
Application 1D#: 105114710

Peer Health Exchange’s tracking of participants’ outcomes over time and in relation to national data; studying
variation across Project HEALTH sites and using findings to improve iow-performing sites). p. 11-13.

® |t is reassuring that they also provide an example of a case in which evidence was not positive and of how
they used that evidence to improve the nonprofit. On p. 26, they discuss the lack of program fidelity among
Citizen Schools’ affiliates, and how they used evidence from interviews, benchmarking, and literature review to
change Citizen Schools’ expansion model. This example of a negative case suggests a genuine commitment
fo using research, whether positive or negative.

They describe a strong plan for selecting subgrantees based on five sets of criteria based on the social
entrepreneur, the organization's direct impact, systemic impact, organizational capacity, and the fit and added
value of NPI. They have covered all the important bases here. From the perspective of using evidence, it would
have been useful to hear more about the evidence they review to make their decisions and how they analyze that-
evidence. (Program Design, D.i.a.)

They clearly state their aim to “help organizations move from preliminary evidence to moderate and strong
evidence over the course of the grant.” They do not tell us, though, whether and how they collect data to monitor
this progress. For example, what percentage of their grantees makes this progress? (Program Design, D.i.a.)

Significant Weaknesses :
The technical assistance generally appears strong, but it does not include assistance from people with proven
expertise in rigorous research designs for evaluating program impacts. Robin Hood does not appear to have
- substantial experience designing or implementing strong experimental studies. (Program Design, D.ii.a.)

Select a Rating for PROGRAM DESIGN (double-click in the applicable box and select “checked”)

Excellent [] Strong [ ] Satisfactory [JWeak/Non-responsive

ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY (35%)

The Social Innovation Fund NOFA states that the following will be considered when reviewing an
applicant’s Organizational Capacity.

A. ABILITY TO PROVIDE PROGRAM OVERSIGHT

In evaluating your organization’s ability to provide program oversight, the Corporation will consider:

I T he extent to which your orgamzatzon has a Sound structure mcludmg
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Applicant Name:_New.Profit, Inc.
Application 1D#: 10si114710

ii. Whether your organization has a sound record of accomplishment, including the extent to which
You. i '

Provide a panel assessment of the application’s ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY as follows:

e Write a brief Narrative Assessment;

¢ List the Significant Strengths and Weaknesses (annotate your comments by referencing the
applicable Eligibility or Application Review Criteria); and.

+ Select a Rating for this section.

Panel Narrative Assessment

While NPI staff have experience using data and tracking outcomes over time, they appear to have less
experience and capacity designing and using findings from experimental or strong quasi-experimental
evaluations.

Significant Strengths

The applicant appears to have experience with using data and tracking outcomes over time. On page 8, they
describe developing and tracking data on grantees’ program impacts, revenue growth, and number of
beneficiaries served. (Organizational Capacity, A.i.) :

Lisbeth Schorr and Anne Kubisch have signed on as evaluation advisors. Both have strong reputations in
evaluation and their involvement is a potential strength, but it is unclear what they will do nor the intensity of their
involvement. {Organizational Capacity, A.i.)

They have participated in the Center for Effective Philanthropy’s Grantee Perception Report. This is a good thing
in so far as it provides a point of comparison for evaluating their work (in this case, compared with that other
grantmakers), but they do not say how often they participated, what their scores were, and whether their scores
are published. (Organizational Capacity, A.i.)

Slgmficant Weaknesses

Robin Hood will lead design of “third-party research to improve program effectiveness” and will develop "return on
investment tools” based on its prior work. The application does not demonstrate that Robin Hood has the requisite
expertise or a track record for designing rigorous impact studies or cost-benefit analyses. The paper cited on
‘measuring success” raised concerns. It is published by Robin Hood. The methods and paper do not appear to
have been subjected to review by other researchers. The description of methods in the paper is vague. The
section on standards of evidence also raised concerns. In order to obtain good estimates of the costs and
benefits of a program, you need to know the impact of the program and that requires a strong counterfactual for
what would have occurred in the absence of the program. This was not convmcmgiy addressed in the paper and
methods espoused (Organizational Capacity, A.L)

In some places, the applicant distinguishes between evidence of different rigor, such as when they discuss
preliminary, moderate, and strong evidence for subgrantees’ work. But in other parts of the application, they do
not differentiate what can be concluded from different types of studies that use differing research designs. For
example, the proposal interprets findings from very different studies (i.e., longitudinal studies tracking program
outcomes over time, experiments, and small-scale correlational studles) in similar ways without distinguishing
how different research designs and methods are suited for answering different types of research questions (p. 12-
13, 21). Some capacity-building on this might be useful, so that NPI and subgrantees can demand studies that
provide strong evidence that meets their needs, and can accurately interpret and use that evidence in their
decision-making. (Organizational Capac.rty Al
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Applicant Name: New Profit, Inc.
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The applicant does not provide a detailed way of assessing its own contribution fo grantees’ work, For example,
the applicant says that they have been “instrumental in [prior grantees] success,” but strong evidence was not
provided on what they did or provided that was instrumental. How did their contributions change what would have
otherwise occurred without their support? Perhaps the applicants’ support helped organizations achieve stronger
outcomes, or perhaps the applicant is good at picking winners that would succeed with or without their support. It
would be useful to hear from the applicant about the specific supports they provided that they believe made a
difference and for them to collect data to test whether they are right. NPI plans to solicit grantee feedback for self-
assessment and improvement, and says it will conduct a “small-scale review” during year one. It is not clear what
that review will consist of, but it would be useful to collect strong data on various aspects of their support to
subgrantees and connect that data with indicators of subgrantees’ progress. This would help them identify which
aspects of their work seem {o be working well vis-a-vis subgrantees, which aspecis do not seem to be working
well, and why. (Organizational Capacity, A.1.)

Another weakness is that they do not provide details on their track record for success in moving organizations
towards stronger evidence. Examples of success are cited, as above, but it is not clear how representative those
cases are and how often New Profit succeeds in moving organizations toward stronger evidence. (Organizational
Capacity, A.ii)) '

Select a Rating for ORGANIZATIONAL CAPACITY. (double-click in the applicable box and select “checked™)

[] Excellent ] Strong 4 Satisfactoi‘y DWeak/Non-responsive

CosT EFFECTIVENESS AND BUDGET ADEQUACY (20%)

The Social Innovation Fund NOFA states that the following will be considered when reviewing an
applicant’s Cost-Effectiveness and Budget Adequacy.

A. BUDGET AND PROGRAM DESIGN

In evaluating the cost effectiveness and budget adeqz)acy of your proposed program, the Corporation
will consider.

i.  Whether your program is cost-effective

ii.  Whether your budget is adequate to support your program design.

Provide a panel assessment of the application’s COST-EFFECTIVENESS AND BUDGET ADEQUACY as
follows:

e Write a brief Narrative Assessment;
List the Significant Strengths and Weaknesses (annotate your comments by referencing the
applicable Eligibility or Application Review Criteria); and

e Select a Rating for this section.
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Panel Narrative Assessment

It is not clear that the $177K budgeted for a full-time research director is justified. Of course, it is difficult to say
this with any certainty without knowing what the research director would do. Our best guess from reading the
application is that the research director would aid in the design of evatuations and a third-party assessment of
NPI, but we are doubtful that that would entail a full-ime position. _

Significant Strengths
None noted.

Significant Weaknesses

$282K is requested for program evaluation. Of this, $177K is budgeted to support a full-time director of research
and evaluation. It is not clear what this research director will do, given that Michael Weinstein is described as
*leading” the design of evaluations (though he will provide services free of charge) and third-parties will conduct
the evaluations. Even if the research director were to have primary responsibility overseeing evaluation designs,
it is not clear that this would constitute full-time work. $100K is dedicated fo portfolio-level case studies. This may
or may not be a good use of money. It is hard to judge because little information is provided about the goals,
design, and conduct of that work. $15K is budgeted for third-party assessment of NPI. That’s a small budget for
doing a high-quality, useful assessment of the quality of the intermediary’s work. (Cost, A.i)

Select a Rating for COST-EFFECTIVENESS AND BUDGET ADEQUACY (double-click in the applicable box
and select “checked™)

[] Excellent [ ] Strong [] Satisfactory XIWeak/Non-responsive

OVERALL APPRAISAL

L. Provide a 3 - S sentence Overall Appraisal Statement of the application taking into
consideration:

¢ The Narrative Assessments, significant strengths and weaknesses, and Ratings from each
category; and

o The welghtlng of each category (Program Design (45%), Organizational Capacity (35%), Cost-
Effectiveness and Budget Adequacy (20%) ).

Overall this is a strong, well-conceived application. The applicant's pre-emstlng aims, their strong grantmg
criteria, and their commitment to using evidence are aligned well with the SIF. There are some organizational
capacity issues here that might be remedied with finding partner with experience designing and implementing
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rigorous evaiuation studies, and interpreting the findings from them. The work would also be strengthened by
greater attention to collecting data on the quality of their work with grantees (as opposed to data on the quality of
grantees’ work).

IL. Select one Band for this application (double-click in the applicable box and select “checked”)

[ . Ensure that your selection is supported by your panel’s Narrative Assessments, significant
| strengths and weaknesses, Ratings, and Overall Appraisal Statement Take into consideration
the weighting of each category.

[[] Band I (Excellent): A comprehensive and thorough application of excellent merit with very
significant strengths and no/minimal significant weaknesses.

Band II (Strong): An application that demonstrates overall competence and is worthy of
~ support, whete the value of the significant strengths outweigh the identified weaknesses.

[] Band III (Satisfactory): An application with potential, where strengths and weaknesses are
approximately equal. However, some fundamental weaknesses have been identified.

[ ] Band IV (Weak/Non-Responsive): An application with very significant weaknesses and
no/minimal significant strengths that have been identified. This option may also include an
application that is non-responsive to the pubhshed criteria.

CONSENSUS RUBRIC

Please use this Consensus Rubric as guidance when selecting your Ratings or Bands.

BAND I (Excellent) — A BAND I rating reflects that the application is compelling, consistently excellent in quality, and addresses
all requirements; thereby showing the highest potential for success.

The Excellent application consistently:
v Goes beyend what was requested, showmg that the applicant has anticipated i issucs that may arise.

V' Provides a thorough, detailed response 1o all of the information requested.
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Applicant Name: New Profit, Inc.
Application ID#:; 10si114710

v" Provides a clear and highly compelling description of how the proposed activities will achieve the anticipated results,
v"  Provides clear evidence to support all objectives of this section (no assumptions are made).

v" Supports ideas and objectives with comprehensive plans explaining and connecting ideas to objectives,

BAND II (Strong) — 4 BAND II rating reflects that the application is solid, good-quality, and has great potential for success.

The Strong application:
Provides a response to all of the information requested.

v" Provides a realistic description of how the proposed activities will achieve the anticipated results.

v Explains most assumptions and reasons. -

v Supports ideas with comprehensive plans, examples, or outlines.

BAND III (Satisfactory) — 4 BAND IiI rating reflects thart the application generally meels requirements Jor a reasonable chance
of success, but is neither especially strong nor especially weat,

The Satisfactory application:
v' Covers most of the information requested, with a few exceptions.

v' Is sometimes unclear how the proposed activities will achieve the anticipated results.
v’ Makes some assumptions and leaves some reasons unexplained.
v Supports individual ideas with plans, examples, or outline.

BAND IV {Weak/Non-responsive) — 4 weak/non-responsive rating veflects that the application is below standard especially in

ability, skill, or quality; indicating that this application will most likely not succeed as described or is not responsive to the
application reguirements.

The Weak/Non-responéive application:
v Does not provide one or more key pieces of requested information.

¥" Gives an unclear description of how the proposed activities will achieve the anticipated results.
Gives many unsupported assumptions and reasons with liitle or no connection to objectives.
Tends to “parrot” back the question, rather than answer and explain it

Makes many assumptions and many reasons are not defined.

Did not connect the activities to the anticipated results.

Does not address or respond to the requirements/conditions of the NOFA.

AN N .

Proposes activities that are not consistent with the NOFA and application instructions.
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